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EXECUTI VE SUMVARY

TI TLE: FACULTY DEVELOPMENT | N THE PRCFESSI ONAL M LI TARY EDUCATLON
(PME) SYSTEM

. Thene: One consequence of the Defense Reorganization Act of
1986 (CGol dwat er-Ni chols) is an increased enphasis on Professional
Mlitary Education (PVME). Consistent with quality education is a
quality faculty; and a necessary ingredient for attracting, hiring,
and maintaining a high quality staff of educators is the existence
of a nmeani ngful and chall engi ng Faculty Devel opnent Program ( FDP).

I1. Thesis: Establishnment of the Marine Corps University (MCU),
and i npl enmentation of two new PVE prograns, the Senior Level Schoo
equi valent "Art of War Studies", and the second year |Internediate
Level School "School of Advanced Warfighting” are denonstrative of
the Marine Corps' commtment to the Joint PME arena. Attaining and
mai ntaining quality mlitary and civilian educators is consistent
with the devel opnment and initiation of a conprehensive FDP w thin
MCU.

[, Di scussi on: There does not currently exist within MCU a
formally established FDP. There is a pressing requirenent for a
qual ity programthat addresses the varying professional needs of
both mlitary and civilian faculty nenbers. An effective program
shoul d provide the newly joined faculty with a "phased" approach to

pr of essi onal devel opnent. | contend three Phases are necessary and
I npl ement abl e at MCU. Phase |, "Preparation" consists of
orientation, curriculumoverview and instructional nethodol ogi es;
Phase 11, "Devel opnment" details unique course/curricul um

devel opnent, subtleties of "active" learning in the conference group
setting, and enhanci ng background readi ngs gernmane to the overall
program and Phase |11, "Enrichnment" (lasting throughout a staff
tour) affords the opportunity to attend synposia, conferences,
exercises, etc, as well as research, witing, and publishing of

mat erial appropriate to individual faculty nenbers' professiona
credentials. Such an FDP would apply to faculty fromresident
school s t hroughout MCU, and woul d be appropriately representational
of the various curriculuns. Academ c Year 1991-1992 could be the
"wat er shed" year for working out details and planning, with al
Phases i npl enent abl e by sumrer 1992.

V. Concl usion: Any credible "whole' is only as good as the
"parts' that conprise it. If PME at MCUis to be a credible

"whol e', then an essential 'part' nust be an effective Faculty
Devel opnent Program It should begin when a nenber joins the staff,
and continue throughout the educator's tour; and the appropriate

I npl ementation vehicle is MCU. Unlike other '"parts' of the PME
"whole', inplenentation of a worthwhile FDP isn't contingent upon
future initiatives, or significant increases in budget, manpower, or
facilities. It only depends upon a conmtnent to get started and
make it happen. There are anple nodels fromwhich to structure a
poi nt of departure, and this paper presents one such approach.




| nt roducti on

Gven the reality of a shrinking defense budget, the mlitary
services, are preparing to “do nore with I ess", and nake every
‘expenditure’ - be it nonetary, consumabl e asset or manpower hour,
go further and count for nore. Nowhere is this nore apparent than
in the arena of Professional MIlitary Education (PME). There is
i ncreased pressure on the mlitary's PVME process to run first rate,
world class institutions of higher learning that turn out top
qual ity thinkers and professional prosecutors of warfighting. One
need | ook no further than the enphasis given the report by the Arned
Services Commttee Panel on MIlitary Education Report, popularly
referred to as the “Skelton Report”, to confirmthis prem se.

Wil e every service has its own precise definition of the PME
process and the product it purports to turn out, the Marine Corps’

phi | osophy is best sumed up in FVFM 1:

“Professional mlitary education is designed
to devel op creative, thinking | eaders..”?

The Conmandant expanded on this theme in his training and education
gui dance to the Marine Corps Conbat Devel opnent Conmmand ( MCCDC) upon

it'’s formal establishnent in the fall of 1988, when he said:

“My intent in PME is to teach mlitary judgnent rather

t han know edge....| want Marine NCOs and officers who

know how to think about--and in war, who know how to
conceptual i ze and engagenent, a battle, and a canpai gn and
t hen execute the concept....As education progresses from
The Basi c School through Command and Staff Coll ege, the
mat eri al shoul d grow nore conpl ex but the essence remain

t he same: teaching officers..... how to win in conbat by
out-thinking as well as out-fighting their opponents.”?



| contend there are two principle issues involved: (1) that USMC PME
nmust teach warfare; and (2) that the 'teachers’ areas inportant to
the process as the process itself. It goes w thout saying that there
are many facets within both issues.

The Marine Corps has taken decisive steps toward creating a PME
process that achieves the Commandant' s intent. Establishment of the
Marine Corps University (MCU) and the reorientation of various
school s' curricula to reflect the recomendati ons and nmandates of the
Skel ton Report and the Goodwater-N chols Act are central to this
effort. | feel. the next critical step, and the focus of this paper,
is to ensure the "teachers' are the best qualified available to
execute this necessary task. In the words of Senator Skelton's

report:
"The inportance of a conpetent, credible, and dedicated
faculty to the fabric and reputati ons of our PME
institutions cannot be overstated."?

The limted scope of this paper cannot address all the issues
associated with the recent initiatives underway throughout the PME
arena. Precisely because such initiatives are so w despread and
di verse, the one area having the nost potential to have the greatest

positive inpact across the board is the faculty, both mlitary and

civilian. Attendant to a quality faculty is the existence of a

vi brant and chal |l engi ng Faculty Devel opnent Program (FDP) It’s
recogni zed that if didactics (pedagogy in Skelton Report parlance)-
the art, science and profession of teaching- are to be effectively
adm ni stered at PME schools, the faculty nust include both
acconplished civilian educators and experienced, operationally
conpetent, officers.

By edict, DOD and the services are charged with ensuring PMVE



schools are stressing 'jointness' as well as strategic thinking.

I ndeed, ol dwat er-Ni chols goes into this in great detail. The

Marine Corps Conmand and Staff Coll ege (CSC) has undergone a

t horough curriculumrestructuring in order to neet the tenets and
reconmendations set forth in the Skelton Report. The point being,
such a diverse curriculumcan best be adm nistered by a faculty with
di verse expertise, and this is best facilitated by a healthy
ivilian/mlitary m x of professional educators.

This paper will focus on the CSC faculty process, but do so
within the context of Marine Corps University, for the MCU is
charged with the overall Marine Corps PME process. MCU should serve
as the unbrella organi zation that can bring overarching credence to
the faculty devel opnent process. Through exam nation of faculty
devel opnment, both current and proposed, mnmy scope will enconpass the
el enents inherent in an effective FDP, with the understandi ng that
faculty requirenents differ from MCU school to school (ie, Conmmand &
Staff Col | ege, Anphi bi ous Warfare School, and Conmuni cati ons
O ficers School, etc.), yet all support the 'warfighting thene set

out in FMFM I .

CURRI CULUM
What is it that the faculty is charged with inparting to the sone-
times unwitting student body? As previously alluded to, this wll
vary from school to school, but will focus on succeeding in warfare.
The study of warfare should be woven throughout the curricul um
I ncl uded woul d be exam nati on of conbat histories, with both student

and faculty conducting research to redi scover, or uncover, various



truths about the art of warfare. Practical exercises that enphasize

deci si on maki ng are a | ogi cal acconpaninent to the process. For

CSC, the intent of the curricula is:

"To provide officers wth an understanding of the
interrel ationships of the strategic, operational, and
tactical levels of war within the joint/conbined

envi ronment and, by adapting doctrine and techni ques to
t he changi ng conditions of warfare, the ability to
out-think and out-fight any opponent.”*

The curricul um devel opnent process is one that is carried out
by the faculty, which dictates that certain areas of expertise are a
necessity. For CSC, the civilian professor conplenents the Theory
and Nature of War, and Strategi c Thought curricul um packages which
enphasi ze historical study and review. Conversly, the experience and
background of the mlitary instructor conplenents the Qperational
Art and Marine Air Gound Task Force Educati on packages. It goes
wi t hout saying that the curricul um devel opnent, review, and revision
process is largely reflective of faculty input, and therefor a
quality curriculum depends upon a quality faculty. Just |ike the

curriculum needs maturity, so does the faculty.

FACULTY
The first and forenost "...bedrock of a quality professional

mlitary education"?®

is the faculty. There are nunerous
considerations relative to faculty; civilian/mlitary m x,

prof essi onal qualifications, personal PME experience, and
selection/hiring, to nention a few Al are inportant and play a
role in the overall faculty equation. It's universally accepted

that the faculty nenber in today's mlitary institutions has to be



not only an effective teacher and instructor, but also a subject
matter expert in his course/curriculum package. The credibility of
the faculty nenber nust be beyond reproach. G ven the uni que
difficulties associated with the mlitary faculty nenber, ie

mai nt ai ni ng MOS proficiency despite perishable skills, the dynam cs
of evolving FMF doctrine, tactics, etc, makes the existence of a
programthat facilitates his staying proficient not only highly
desirable, but a virtual necessity. There currently does not exist a
structured, focused faculty devel opment programw thin MCU That's
not to say that there aren't genui ne opportunities for faculty
"enrichnment' that are condoned by the various schools. There
certainly are, but they're nore appropriately identified with the
"training opportunity' category than the true 'faculty devel opnent
category. | consider 'bootstraps' and the sumrer 'workshop' held by
CSC to be nore course preparation than faculty devel opnent. Prior
to discussing the tenets of a 'devel opnent' program a brief

di scussion relating to the peculiarities of civilian and mlitary
faculty nenbers is rel evant.

In the case of both civilian and mlitary professional, there
needs to be an incentive for comng into the PVME arena. Nowhere are
incentives nore inportant than at Mrine Corps schools, which by
reputation are given to enphasi ze nore brawn than brain! A
prof essi onal devel opnent process is, in and of itself, inportant to

the civilian educator. The normat civilian institutions is likely

“...for the beginning teacher to be assigned as
"teaching associates' with mnor teaching |oads in
| ess critical areas, then take on nore
responsibilities according to denonstrated
abilities.”®



Since the luxury of an '"apprentice' year isn't realistic in the
PME world, there is a need to attract nore qualified, experienced
prof essors, who naturally will have a denbnstrated interest in
mai ntai ni ng his teaching credentials and reputation. A dilemm
applies equally to the mlitary officer, who wll possess solid MOXS
skills, but in all likelihood has little or no graduate |evel
t eachi ng experience, and who doesn't necessarily need to 'maintain'
teaching skills, but to 'develop’' them An effective FDP should
serve both civilian and mlitary di mensions while enhancing their
prof essional stature and credibility. According to the Skelton

Report,

"Many civilian educators would relish the opportunity to
teach, research, and wite at a first rate PME
institution. However, to be first rate, it's inperative
that those institutions have an atnosphere that pronotes
academ c freedom and encourages critical, scholarly
research"’. Likewi se, relating to mlitary faculty, the
report says; "...faculty duty for mlitary officers

must be seen by everyone in the services...as inportant,
desirabl e, and rewarding."®

Al'l roads, whether civilian or mlitary, lead to the
concl usi on that establishnment of a dynam c and evol vi ng FDP
at MCU is a nust.

How do other PME institutions do it? Research indicates
nost internedi ate and senior level institutions have a
specific faculty devel opnent process ranging frominitial
orientation to structured educati onal opportunities. To
illustrate, the Air University has a resident three and a
hal f week Academ c Instructor School for all faculty assigned

to their internediate |evel school (ILS Air Conmand & Staff



Col l ege), and a subject matter tailored orientation course
for senior level (Air War College) faculty. The U S. Arny's
I LS course (Command & General Staff College) provides an
initial instructor training course, and also has a faculty
enrichment program conducted in conjunction wth the Kansas
Center Regional Council on H gher Education. The Naval War
Col | ege conducts a faculty devel opnment programthat includes
synposia at other acadenmic institutions, and professiona
conferences at both other academ c institutions as well as
the college itself.

The Marine Corps does have instructional training
resident within the Marine Air G ound Training and Educati on
Command (MAGTEC) at the Instructional Managenent School
(IMS), but it isn't suited init's present configuration to
neet the requirenents of full scale faculty devel opnent for
various PME (CLS/ILS/TLS) levels. The Skelton Report includes
a recommendation pertaining to faculty devel opnent prograns

whi ch st at es,

"The services should devel op prograns to qualify
mlitary faculty nmenbers to ensure they are prepared
prof essionally. These prograns could include prior
graduat e education, faculty conferences, and
sabbaticals at other institutions. Those mlitary
faculty that |ack education or teaching experience need
the opportunity to participate in a faculty devel opnent
program to enhance their know edge and teaching skills
prior to assum ng responsibilities in the

cl assroom " ®

Wiile | consider this a valid recommendation, it really focuses
nore on the preparation of a faculty nmenber to join an institution

than it does continuing their professional devel opnent and



enri chnent once established on the faculty. The recommendati on al so
has obvi ous application to the civilian faculty nenber as well,
whether he is a newjoin to the PME arena or already established.
Marine Corps CSC s response to this recomendation identifies the
establ i shnment of the Art of War Studies Program (MCWAR) and its

foll owon faculty assignment for graduates; individual tutoring of
new i nstructors by Problem Directors; and a sumrer one week wor kshop
for discussing upconi ng AY requirenents, as having attained an

“inpl enent ed" status of this recommendation. While contributory to

t he educati on process, these activities fall short of providing the
"full programi approach which constitutes a true faculty devel opnent
program and reinforces ny contention that there is a focus on
"preparing’ for arrival, with | ess enphasis given to the
“in-residence' status.

Not wi t hst andi ng the other variables associated with 'faculty',
such as civilian/mlitary mx, faculty to student ratio, and
selection/hiring criteria, | contend that a Faculty Devel opnent
Pr ogram begi ns upon selection for a position at MCU and conti nues
until eventual departure fromthe staff. | recognize that the onus
of responsibility for professional inprovenent is on the individual,
be it civilian professor or mlitary officer, but | also believe
there is an institutional responsibility to facilitate the process

to the nutual benefit of both faculty nenber and MCU

THE FACULTY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
An intensive FDP is one of the nost inportant factors inpacting

on educational quality and effectiveness. To be truly effective in



the classroom all instructors need to acquire a thorough
under standi ng of both their subject matter and how it relates to the
core curriculum It's appropriate to evaluate (and test) not only
the validity of the FDP, but also that of the faculty as well, thus
ensuring consistant quality and effectiveness of both program and
personnel . The FDP shoul d enhance the faculty nenber's credibility
and professionalismthroughout his tenure on the faculty.

To facilitate a conprehensive USMC program that provides
maxi mum benefit to all faculty, it should be sponsored by MCU. This
is logical not only for practical reasons such as facilities,
budget, and manpower, but nore inportantly for the phil osophical
consi derations which wi Il enhance consistent espousal of warfighting
phi | osophy and tactical doctrine.
To this end, | submt that an effective FDP shoul d have three
phases: (1) Preparation Phase, (2) Devel opnent Phase, and (3)
Enri chnment Phase. The actual |ength of each phase woul d be the
subject of further analysis, but could easily be accommbdated in a
time period consistent with established prograns at other PME
institutions (two to four weeks).

PHASE |: PREPARATI ON

Thi s phase of the FDP would apply to all inbound instructors to
MCU, regardl ess of school or whether civilian or mlitary, It would
| argely be "orientation' in terns of enphasis and center on the

foll owi ng topics:
Part | Orientation Bl ock
-\Wel cone to Quantico

-USMC war fi ghting phil osophy (FVMFM 1)

-MCU and the DOD PME process



-Organi zation of MCU to support the m ssion; policies, guide-
i nes and procedures
-MCU wi t hi n MCCDC

Part 11 Mechani cal Bl ock

- Teachi ng techni ques appropriate for the MCU audi ence

-The tools available to teach (audiovisual aids, graphics,
etc.)

I deal ly, the inbound instructor will have already experienced
good teaching, but if not, then at |east the FDP will expose himto
sone tried and proven instructional techniques. At the concl usion of
Phase |, the goal will be for the newy joined faculty nenber to be
famliar with his physical/geographic world, and the facilities
aboard MCB to support him He should al so have a good under st andi ng
of the Marine Corps' enphasis on warfighting, and the PME enphasis
on winning in conbat, as well as strategic thought. The | evel of
execution will vary fromschool to school, but the focus will be the
same - excellence on the battlefield, The underlying purpose of
Phase | is to send all new faculty nenbers forward with a conmon
under st andi ng of the USMC PME arena.

PHASE | 1: DEVELOPMENT

Due to the difference in individual school m ssions, this phase
of FDP will be executed based upon the specific school to which a
faculty menber will be assigned. Aware of the PME architecture
wi thin MCU, and of the individual school assigned, the faculty
menber will be exposed to the unique requirenments of supporting his
subject matter/curriculum The literal substance of the schoo

curriculumw || be reviewed so that the appropriate teaching



techni ques can be highlighted. It's during this phase that specific
wor kshops woul d be hel d concerning active | earning techniques, and
ef fective conference group teaching. There is a direct relationship
bet ween cl assroominstruction and overall course instruction. In
order for the new faculty nenber to be effective early on, it's
necessary that he understand not only his subject matter, but also
how it fits into the larger curriculum Sel ected readi ngs, syllabus
review, and tutorials with current faculty nenbers are inportant.
The new faculty shoul d prepare and deliver short |ectures and
abstracts for critique of content and delivery, thereby enhancing
both his personal expertise as well as his ability to eval uate
future student effort. The current practice at CSC of conducting

"boot straps” prior to the commencenent of a particul ar package, is

consi dered suppl enmental to the know edge gai ned during Phase Il of
t he FDP

At the conclusion of Phase Il, the new faculty nenber, in
addition to the informati on gained from Phase |, will be thoroughly

famliar with the particular duties associated wth his faculty
assignnent. He'll have the broad perspective, yet a subject-matter
focus. He'll understand the subtleties and techni ques of teaching
in the highly interactive atnosphere of the conference group set-
ting. Further, he'll have read and be famliar wth sel ected profes-
sional readings that are germane to the overall core curricul um
instead of trying to stay one or two days ahead of the students, as
is now often the case. It's at this point that the new faculty

menber is ready to join the PME staff.
PHASE |11 ENRI CHVENT

The Mlitary Education Policy Docunent (MEPD) states:



"The continued success of an institution is highly
dependent on the professional growh of the faculty and
staff.”10

Extendi ng, ideally, over the faculty nenber's entire tour, the
Enrichnment process shoul d i nclude: exchange opportunities for
deserving faculty with the National Defence University and the Naval
and Mlitary Academ es; attendance at the many subject-natter expert
in-services held in the Washington D.C. area; and participation in
rel evant synposia, conferences, and field exercises. These
activities should not be cost prohibitive due to geographic
proximty, and woul d be invaluable in keeping faculty nenbers up to
date on various issues of their professional interest. Resident
expertise within MCU could al so be tapped to facilitate in-house
di scussion sem nars on current issues of specific interest to the
university. It's fromthese types of sources that information is
infused into the curriculumand nmake it a real-world and dynam c
pr ogr am

Naturally it would be incunbent upon MCU to rel ease tinme and
funds as appropriate to support faculty enrichnent. The return
received fromfaculty participation in such professionally enhancing

events would far outwei gh any attendant costs.

| MPLEMENTATI ON OF A FDP
Once the commitnent has been nade to establish a FDP, the next
hurdle is inplenentation. As previously stated, this planning
shoul d fall under the overall cognizance of MCU, w th individual
schools within the University having responsibility for those areas

directly related to their course and curriculum The vehicle for



the Phase | and Il portions need be identified and pl anned for.
There is potential for facility and instructional support fromthe
I nstructional Managenent School (IMS) at Quantico, such as

vi deo-t api ng and graphics support. Guest |ectures by acconplished
speakers/teachers (such as Dr. Lawance Lerer, Professor of
Educati on at the Defense Systens Managenent college, Ft. Belvoir,
VA.) could easily be facilitated, and would add credibility to the
faculty preparation process. Individual schools within MCU coul d
easily generate course/curriculumbriefings for broad area
introduction. | feel the entirety of Phases | and Il could be
generated and executed within the next academ c year and once
established could be readily continued by MCU staff. Phase |1
Enrichnment, needs to be inplenmented as a 'stand al one' portion of
FDP. It should be a highlight for the professional educator, and
serve as a 'magnet' for the notivated, professional faculty
applicant. Coordination of letters of agreenent with |ocal area PME
and civilian institutions for exchange opportunities; conduct of
synposia and in-services; and invitations to guest |ecturers, should
be a collateral duty for one of the civilian educators at MCU, and

such efforts fornmalized into a standi ng program

RELATED CONSI DERATI ONS

There are several related considerations that will inpact on a
FDP at MCU. They are discussed here for information and wll need

cl oser analysis prior to establishnent of any program at MCU.

--DOD Civilian Oientation Course. There is a need for a three to

five day civilian orientation course sponsored by DOD and conduct ed



in the Washington area (possibly at NDU). This 'wel cone to DOD and
the PME arena' type course would provide a framework for the newy
recruited educator as to the organi zation of DOD in general, and the
structure and functioning of individual mlitary service PME institu-
tions in particular. It's inportant for the civilian educator to
have insight as to how 'his' service fits into the overall defense

picture, as well as how 'his' school approaches PME phil osophically.

--Faculty Qualifications. There has historically been a quality

"threshold" in the hiring of civilian professors into the PME arena-
t he possession of a Doctorate in mlitary history or another related
specialty. Unfortunately, this hasn't been the case for the

mlitary officer. For Marines, having prior experience or training

i n education hasn't been a formal requirenent for faculty duty, only
a 'nice to have'. Additionally, nost officers having served as MJs
or in other instructional billets consider another tour as an
instructor to be a career detractor, since it will nost likely

i mpact on their ability to nmaintain MOS proficiency and FMF
experience. The officer assignnent process nust ensure a m x of

high quality officers are selected to serve as PME faculty. The m X
shoul d include sone that are operationally oriented, sone possessing
speciality MOSs, and sonme who are educators by academ c experti se.
The topic of faculty qualifications and selection is a subject for
an entire paper in and of itself; the point being that the process
needs cl oser scrutiny. A potential point of departure m ght be to
establish a "mlitary educator' track as is currently done in the
acquisition field - where once an officer is specially trained in the

program manager/ acqui siti on business, he rotates in and out of FM-



billets in order to keep attuned to the operational

wor | ds’ requirenents, while using his expertise in the acquisition
field when serving outside the FM-. There have been simlar
proposals within DOD for 'joint officer' tracks while a JSO

candi date is attending ILS.

-Joint Speciality Oficer Designation. Once a PME institution has

been granted accreditation, it's logical that the faculty revi ew ng,
revi sing, and teaching the curriculumshould be JSGs -if not prior
to joining the faculty, then certainly at the conclusion of a suc-
cessful tour. Sinply stated, satisfactory conpletion of a faculty
tour at a joint accredited PME school should warrant JSO desi gnha-
tion. In addition to being an incentive for mlitary faculty nem
bers, It will also help the services keep JSO qualified officers in

t he pi peline.

-Mlitary Faculty Assignnents Wthin MCU Consideration should be

given to MCU being the 'clearing house' for all inbound MCU

per sonnel . HQMC woul d assign officers to MCCDC/ MCU for further
assignnment to tenant schools within the command, as is currently the
case for personnel assignnments in both the D vision and Wng. MCU
woul d use 'needs of the school', individual qualifications, and
staff evaluation during Phase | of the FDP, as elenents of the

assi gnnment process. Such a system woul d enhance putting the 'right'

peg in the '"right' hole.



CONCLUSI ON

Prof essional MIlitary Education is here to stay, and the
Commandant of the Marine Corps -has given it appropriate priority.
External sources; the DOD, the House Arned Services Conmttee, and
the CICS are all 'on board' in the Joint PVME arena. The Marine
Corps, through the establishnment of the Marine Corps University, has
made the comm tnment to PME excel l ence. The Command and St aff
Col Il ege is broadening its horizons through two additional PME
school s under its tutelage- senior |level 'Art of War Studies
program and the second year |ILS 'School of Advanced Warfighting'.
There are many ingredients necessary for a service PME institution
to successfully flourish, but none is nore inportant than its
faculty.

Hand in hand with attracting, hiring and nurturing a quality
faculty is an effective, progressive, and stimulating Faculty

Devel opnent Program The two entities, the faculty and the FDP, are

sel f-perpetuati ng and i nterdependent. If MCU, and thus the Marine
Corps, is going to continue its positive nonentumtoward acadenic
excel l ence, it nmust take the next step. The FDP outlined in this
paper is but a point of departure- food for thought; and perhaps a

strawman for the way ahead.
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